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PROJECT INFORMATION
Name of Project (if applicable):

Project Site Address

Parcel Number

OWNER
Name:

Address:

Phone:

wa.com
APPLICANT
Name: Andrew Michâel Construction
Add.".., P.O. Bo* 6127, n"
Phone:Q06)7l4-6707e-mail:bob@belmonthomes_

CONTACT
Name: corenesignlnc. iAÉ¿ \-l,1,KY\1 kñlv(
Add..r.,
Phone: (425) 885-7877 e-mail: lbh@coredesigninc.c Fax:

PROPOSED PROJECT DESCRIPTION
Please provide a brief description ofthe project. (Use an additional sheet ofpaper, if necessary.)
See Attach€d Document
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PROJECT SITE INFORMATION
Legal Description: (Use an additional sheet ofpaper, ifnecessary.)
POR OF SE I/4 OF NW 1/4 STR28-24.06 LY WLY OF SE NEWPORT WAY (SUNSET HIGHV/AY)AS ESTAB BY DEED L]NDER REC NO 1212656 AND WLY OF A IO.OO FT STzuP OF LAND ASESTAB IN SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT UNDER REC NO 9505040339 LESS NORTH 5O.OO FT &LESS SOUTH 240.89 FT AND I,ESS ANY POR THOF CONVEYED TO WM SOMSAK Bi ô.è,{-,\IDER REC NO 6358120 TGW POR VAC NEWPORT-ISSAQUAH ROAD NO 941 - AKA ,,iOT A.OF ISSAQUAH LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT NO PLNO6-OOO15 ÈNC NO 200604I29OOOOI
Zoning Designation: MF-M & SF-6

Land Use Designation, Itl
SubareaDesignation: Newport
Shoreline Designation, if applìcable:

Existing Land Use: Single Fam¡l_v Residenrial
Adjacent Land Uses North: SF

South:

East:

West:

SFR

Acreage in square feel.: 456,944 I ,), I A C RÇ
Does the site contain any of the folrowing environmentalry criticar areas? check all that apply.

! Flood Hazard Area ! Landstide Ha zarð, Area
! Seismic Hazard Area n Vr'etlands

! Streams I Coal Mine H azard, Area
I Steep Slope Hazard Area

PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT STATISTICS
Proposed Land Use: Multifamily Residential & Single F.amily Residgntial
Densif (multifamily only): 5l units & 9

_191,
rmpervrous burïace Ratto: 17.3% 

-
impervious
(l:5.8)

Pervious/Landscaping/Open Space provided (in square fe et): 37g,073
Maximum Proposed Building or Structure Height: 143' 3.
Total Proposed Building Square Footage (Gross Area): gg,957

Proposed Setbacks Front: l0,Multifamily & 20,
Single Famity

Rear: 20,Multifamily & 10,
Sjngle Family

Side: 7, Multifamily & 8,
Single Family

Parking Spaces Provided: 90 Multifamily & 36
Single Family

Updatcd December 2, 2009
Page 2 o12



VICINITY MAP
Spak Property

905 Newport Way NW
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RECËIVED

JUt x 6 20t2PROJECT DESCRIPTION

SITE DESCRIPTION:
The project site is located at the eastem terninus of NW In¡reswood Place and is bounded on the
eastem side by Newport Way NW. The parcel number for the site is 2824069011 and the site
address is 905 Newporl Way NW. The site currently has one single-family home and associated
out buildings. The existing parcel is 456, 983 S.F. (10.49 AC.) in size.

The property slopes from the high point of the site in the southwest comer, at the elevation of
216' down to the low point of the site. The low point of the site is located northeast of the
existing house and is at an elevation of68'. This slope creates an average slope of26.8% across
the site. The site contains two buildable areas that have slopes in the range of 5% that will
accommodate the improvements proposed by this project.

Based on the geo-technical report provided for the project the project site is underlain by Pre-
olympian Glacial Deposits which is described as weakly to strongly oxidized silt, sand, gravel
and local tiil of glacial origin. The site does contain Steep Slope Hazard Areas (40o/o or greater
grade and more than 20 feet of slope), these areas are identified on the plans submitted for the
Community Conference and a¡e addressed in the Geo-technical Report prepared by Icicle Creek
Engineers, Inc.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:
The property will have two different projects that will be submitted at the same time but will use
different mechanisms to obtain approvals from the city of Issaquah. The upper project will be a
9 lot single-family preliminary plat that will gain access via NW Inneswood place. The lower
project will be a 5l-unit apafirnent building that will gain access via Newport way NW. This
project will be submitted for approval using an Administrative Site Development Permit
(ASDP). The project parcel is currently split between two zoning designations: sF-5 (4.5
DU/AC) and MF-M (Multi-family m edit¡n'L 14.52 DU/AC). In o¡der to establish a boundary for
the two zoning designation a short plat will be submitted to delineate the two projects as well as
establish the boundary between the two zoning areas.

Stormwater for tÏe two projects will be handled in one water quality/detention vault located in
the parking lot of the apartment site. Stormwater from the single-family portion will be collected
and louted to a pipe that will travel overland, to minimize disturbance on the slope, to the vault.
Stormwater from the apartment site will also be routed to the on-site water quality/detention
vault. Storm\ /ater will then be treated for water quality and released into the downstream storm
drainage system at pre-development flows.

*PLN12-00049
Exhibit 3
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18.10.450 Density calculation in critical areas.

A. Thê following formula for density calculations is designed to provide incentives for the
preservation of critical areas and critical area buffers, flex¡bility in design, and cons¡stent
treatment of different types of development proposals. The formula shall apply to all properties
on which critical areas such as streams, wetlands, steep slopes, and floodways of streams and
associated critical area buffers limit land area available for development. The formula lists the
maximum density credits that may be transferred on a particular site from the crit¡cal area to a
developable site area. However, in some cases the maximum density credits may not be
attainable due to other site constraints including but not limited to acreage constraints of the
developable site area.

B. For development proposals containing critical areas and associated critical area buffers
that limit development, the Director shall determine allowable dwelling units for residential and
allowable floor area for nonresidential or commercial development proposals based on the
formulas below.

1. Residential: The maximum number of dwelling units (DU) for a lot or parcel which
contains critical areas and associated critical area buffers that limit development shall
be equal to the number of acres in critical area and critical area buffer that limit
development, times the number of dwelling units allowed per acre, times the percentage
of density credit, plus the number of dwelling units allowed on the remainder of the site;
or: (Max. DU) = (Acres in Critical Area and Critical Area Buffer) (DU/Acre) (Density
Credit) + (DU allowed on remãining acreage of site).

2- The density credit figure is derived from the following table:

Density Gredits

Percentage of site in
buffers and/or critical areas translates into Density Credit

1- 10% lQQo/o

11 - 20o/o 90o/o

21 - 3oo/o 80o/o

31 - 40% 70o/o

41 - 5oo/o 60%

51 -60% 50%

61 - 7jo/o 40%

71 - 80% 3Oo/o

81 - 900/o 20%

91 -100% 10%
3. The density credit can only be transferred within the development proposal s¡te.
The applicant may reduce lot sizes below the minimum required for that zone to
accommodate the transfer of density. The applicant may not propo$e any uses which
are not permitted in the underlying zone.

* PL N12- 00049
Exhibit 5



18.07.440 Multifamily and duplex development standards.
A. Purpose and lntent: The purpose and intent of requiring specifìc standards for multifamily
and duplex development are to:

1. Ensure multifamily and duplex residential development which is compatible with the
scale and character of the neighborhood or community in which it is located;
2. Provide a safe source of housing for residents of the City which includes amenities
such as usable open space;
3. Provide the opportunity for urbanized lifestyles that would be located close to a
range of urban services;
4. Encourage a sense of community within each cluster and within each overall
development; and
5. Provide that impacts to public services and facilities are mitigated.

B. Diversity:
1. Unit Type: Diversity of unit types is encouraged, including, but not limited to, senior
housing, special needs and the low income rental market as defined by current King
County Standards [Countywide Planning Policies];
2. Location: Multifamily shall be considered a desirable component of mixed use
developments and shall be encouraged.

C. Permitted Locations and Review Required: The permitted locations and review required for
multifamily and duplex development are governed by the Table of Permitted Land Uses (lMC
1 8.06.1 30).
D. Approval Criteria: Approval for all proposals for multifamily or duplex developments shall be
permitted only if all the following approval criteria are met:

1. Access and Circulation:
a. Motorized: Vehicular access shall be provided such that it does not negatively
¡mpact adjacent land uses. lnternal circulation shall also be provided, such that ¡t

does not interfere with pedestrian access or internal circulation;
b. Nonmotorized: Pedestrian walkways shall be provided within a project and as
linkages to adjacent projects.

2. Building Modulation: Building moduìation shall occur on all mult¡family structures,
including townhouses and residential development associated with residential mixed
use development and is intended to break up the overall bulk and mass of the exterior
of a multifamily building. lVlodulation should also add character to the overall building
exterior as well as to individual units.

a. Building facade modulation should occur at every twenty-five (25) feet of wall
length. The modulation can take the form of decks, balconies, indentations,
extrusions and other var¡ous forms; and
b. Minimum modulation depth shall be approximately three (3) feet; and
c. Minimum modulation width shall be approximately eight (8) feet.

3. Duplex and Attached Single Family/Townhouse Standards:
a. Duplexes and attached single family dwellings/townhouses located in
established single family residential neighborhoods shall be designed and built to
be compatible with the existing character of the neighborhood. Compatibility of
design shall include but is not limited to:

(1) Resembling the character, styìe and modulation of a single family unit;
and
(2) Resembling or consistent with the time period in which the majority of
the homes in the surrounding neighborhood were built; and
(3) Having a height and scale that is consistent with the existing single
family homes in the neighborhood.

b. No duplex or attached single family/townhouse dweìling shall have a firewaìl
and/or parapet extension above the roofline (see the lnternational Building Code
(lBC) for options on allowed roof construction types).

PLN12-00049
Exhibit 6
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c. The maximum number of single family dwellings/townhouses that may be
attached in a single grouping varies by zoning district and is determined in IMC
1 8.06.1 30, Table of Permitted Land Uses.
d. Before any attached single family unit is permitted in the SF-D Single Family -
Duplex District on a lot between three thousand (3,000) and six thousand (6,000)
square feet, the owner shall be required to record a covenant in a form approved
by the City which will require the building location on the lot with only one side at
zero (0) feet setback, limit the right to only one attached single family housing unit
per three thousand (3,000) square feet of lot area, prohibit building a detached
housing unit, prohibit an Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) and grant access
easements as may be needed for maintenance of an adjoining unit.

4. Parking: Parking shall be determined for multifamily developments, as established
in the Table of Off-Street Parking Standards (lMC 18.09.050).
5. Private or Common Usable Outdoor Space: Every multifamily development,
including townhouses, shall provide private outdoor space for individual units or a larger
common, outdoor space for the residences. The purpose of requiring usable open
space is to provide th¡s amenity for the residents of these developments. The usable
outdoor space, whether provided on an individual or community basis, may consist of
pervious and impervious surfaces. For the purpose of calculating the impervious
surface ratio, those areas of the outdoor space which are impervious shall be counted
as impervious surface.

a. Common Outdoor Space: Common outdoor space shall be provided in the
form of one or several outdoor balconies, patios, decks or gardens. Common
outdoor space shall be easily accessible to all residents of the complex and no
common outdoor space shall be attached to any individual unit.
b. Containment of Activity Areas: Activity areas shall be designed so that they do
not interfere with incompatible on-site uses; for example, children's play areas shall
not overflow into parking lots or pedestrian pathways.
c. Minimum Outdoor Space per Unit: At a minimum, each unit shall have a total
of forly-eight (48) square feet of outdoor space, whether provided for individual
un¡ts as pr¡vate outdoor space or as common open space.
d. Private Outdoor Space: Private outdoor space shall be provided in the form of
private outdoor balconies, patios, or decks attached to individual units. Minimum
length and width of each private outdoor space shall be eight (8) by six (6) feet.

6. Roofline Variation: Roofline variation is intended to break up the overall bulk and
mass of a multifamily building. Roofline variation shall occur on all multifamily structures
with rooflines which exceed fifty (50) feet in length. Roofline variation shall be achieved
using one (1) or more of the following methods:

a. Vertical off-set ridge line;
b. Horizontal off-set ridge line;
c. Variations of roof pitch; or
d. Any other technique approved by the Planning Director/Manager which
achieves the intent of this section.

7. Screening:
a. Parking Area: The parking area shall be screened to visually buffer areas
within the project complex and adjacent properties;
b. Structures: Screening of structures from adjacent properties shall be provided,
such as landscaping, fences, berms or other similar materials and/or designs.
(Ord.2471 S 5, 2006; Ord. 2108 S 7.4.8, 1996).

Page 2 of 2



+5' MrN. (OR As DE-TERMINEO By Clly ENG|NEER)

FROM SLOPE
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RETANING WAI.I ALONG
SLOPES GREA'IER ÌHAN
2:1. CiIECK VJSDOT

SIANDAROS FOR CI..EAR
ZONE REOUIREMENTS.

SEE SIDEIYAI.Í AND DRIVEIVAY
T-05 - T-O9

T-03 - T-09

2" MIN HMA CL 1/2" PG (TO BE DE'IERMINED
BY PAVING REPORI) ASPHALI COMPACIED TO
95% MAX, DENSIIY.

4" MIN HMA CL 1" PG (TO BE DÛERMINED
BY PA}ING REPORTS) CõMPACTED TO 95 %-

4. CSBC COMPACTED IO 95% MOD. PROCTOR
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TO RERICT NNISHED GRADE.
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DI557 MODINED PROCTOR MINIMUM 1'
DEPÍH. (MTNERAL SOìL).

NOTES:
1. ALLOW ADDIIIONAL A'FOR ON SIREEI PARKING. STANDARD T-23 FOR ON SIREET PARKING AND BIKE LÀNE REQUIREMENTS.
2. GEOIEXTLE OR O'IHER SUBGRADE STÁBIUZA'TION MAY BE REQUIRED AS DIREC'IED PER GEOTECH REQUIREMENTS.
5. 20' CI.EAR DRIVE IIìD'IH IS REQUIRED ON ALL SIREETS FOR FIRE ÂPPARAIUS, AND FOR FIRE APPARAIUS

ACCESS ROADS

4, .NO 
PARKING FIRE LÁNE' DESIGNÀI¡ONS MAY RE REOUIRED BY IHE F¡RE DEPARII'ENT.
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m Regulated Steep Slope Hazard Areas - stopes inclined more than 40 percentÆ1Ñ'H grade and greater than 20 feet ¡n vert¡cai elevation change (LUC Chapter 18.10.390/580.É1)

m Exempt Steep Slope Hazard Areas - stopes inclined more than 40 percent gl¿.te
raÀaÄa¡ anclcreated, in part, by previous legalgrading activities (LUC Chapter '18.10.390/580.E2).

Nolos: 1) Sèê .epod len lor add¡tion¿l dêt¿jls.
2) LUC = City otlssaquah tand Use Code,
3) Steep slópe herd area måpping ûs€d bâs€ map toposEphic (@ntour) infomahoñ.

Icicle Creek En

r PLN12-00049
Exhibit 8

Slope Hazards Map - Fi
Approx¡mate Scale in Feet
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Newport Way Apârtments
A 51-Unlt Apa.tment BulldinE



Newport Wây Apartmerlts
A sl.tjnll Apartñènt Buildl¡o

Mater¡als D¡agram
Streel Êlevatlon PLN 12- 00049
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Jerry Lind

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

fredbutler@juno.com
Thursday, September 13, 2012 '10:56 AM
Jerry Lind
PLN12-OOO48 SPAK PROPERry

lenny Lind,

Thank you fon the oppontunity to comment on Notice of Application PLNL2-øøø49, Spak Propenty:
5L unit apartment building & 9 lot single family subdivision family subdivision. I live at
955 NW Honeywood Count, Lot 12, Div 4, The Woods At Issaquah. l,'Jhile I have not completed my
neview of the application I would like to shane some initial concerns based on a veny
pneliminary review of the information pnovided.

My home is 1L feet fnom the drive way to lot 9. Thene ís also a pedestniân easement/tnail
shown on the applicants pnopenty line and 11 feet fnom the connen of my bednoom window.

It is not clean how the home on lot 9 is oniented and the numben of stories. Does the rean
of the pnoposed home face my lot on the fnont? I have a difficult undenstand having the
fnont yand of a multi story dwelling unit facing the rean of my home. AII of the homes in
the vicinity ane oniented with back yands adjacent. Can the dnive way and pedestnian trail
be moved to the south away fnom existing homes?

Thene does not appear to be stneet parking in the subdivÍsion as pnesented.

Lighting should not impact adjacent homes.

Drainage is a concenn My home is at a lowen elevation than the pnoposal.
Positive contnol of gnound water is essential to prevent flooding.

My home is a single story dwellÍng unit with a limited back yand adjacent to lots 9 and 8.
There should be adequate scneening to insune pnivacy.

Thank you for the opportunity to shane these preliminany obsenvations.

Fned & Rosemarie Butlen
955 Nl^j Honeywood Ct
425- f92- 577 5

h,oman is 53 But Looks 25
Mom reveals 1 símp1e wrinkle tnick that has angened doctons...
http : //thindpartyoffers . 'i uno . con/TG13141l 5ø521eb598d]-f1-eb524ddstø4vuc
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Jerry Línd

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Hello,

M¡chael. Beard IMichael. Beard@target.com]
Friday, September 14,2012 4:03 PM
Kathleen Geyer; Jerry Línd
Lucy Sloman; Keith Niven
proposed development PLN 12-00049

I rece¡ved a not¡ce from the city recently about the proposed Spak Property 51 development: PLN12-00049 at 905
Newport Way, NW. Th¡s project will d irectly impact my HOA, and as one of the lnneswood HOA board members I would
like to get some more information or have the opportunity to speak with someone about the plans.

I live on lnneswood Place, and the 9 proposed housing units would be put in at the end of the cul-de-sac.

This has raised concerns about ¡ncreased traffic flow, and talk of a proposed tra¡l linking our ne¡ghborhood w¡th the
proposed apartments has some people, including myself, concerned about increased property crime. The notice said
there woufd be a public meeting, but I want to ensure that I can ¡nform my HOA of when this would be.

Thanks for your help, I know you most likely are not the correct people to contact, but hopefully you can point us in the
r¡ght d¡rection.

Regards,

M¡chael R Beard I District Facilities Manager - Seattle Metro I D159 | OTarget | 301 Strander Blvd lTukwilla, WA 98188

I a2s.26e.s026 (ph) |

*PLN12-00049
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Jerry Lind

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Frank Curtis ffncurtis@gmail.coml
Saturday, September 22, 2012 5:46 PM
Jerry Lind
Reference: Notice of Application PLN12-00049, "Spak Property

Jerry Lind,

I would like to comment on the Notice of Application PLNI2-00049, "Spak Property: 51 unit apartment building & 9 lot single
family subdivision family subdivision".

We live close to this proposed development at 975 NW Honeyrvood Court, and I am member of the Inneswood Homeowners
Association, which has member homes bordering the proposed development.

I have not yet seen the detailed plans but I have some concems about the information included in the Notice that was mailed to
us.

With reference to the apartment building, I have no problem with the location, other than the effect on the steep hillside behind
the building. I would hope that the developer is restricted from digging into the slope to gain more flat ground, but I am more
concemed about the clearing or damage to any trees and undergrowth on the hillside. I feel that this will cause problems with
hill stability and could seriously limit the freedom of wild animals to roam.

There are similar concems about the 9 single family houses at the top of the slope. First it is assumed that there will be
extensive clearing of the greenery once again giving concem about drainage and hillside stability along with the detrimental
effect on wildlife freedom. Looking at a satellite view of the site makes me realize how much this development would choke the
animal tracks and create another ugly scar on the hillside,

The included drawing of the nine home plots does not show much detail but it appears that there is little concem for the
existing residents living on Honeywood Court and Inneswood Place. The road for these nine new homes appears to be adjacent
to the rear and side property lin€s of the existing homes. This gives rise to questions about security and privacy.

It would appear that the front view from the new homes would be ove¡looking the existing homes, made worse by their higher
elevation and the possibility that they are two story buildings.

In my opinion, a solution would be to tum the new homes round and extend I¡neswood Place through and have the new road
close to the edge of the slope. The new homes would then have their backs to the existing homes, they would share a conìmon
back or side fence. This solution would also move the haffic noise and street lighting away from the existing homes. I realize
that this would reduce the new houses to eight.

I am also strongly opposed, for reason stated above, to any clear cutting on the hilt slope to give these new homes some sort of
view.

I feel that the existing homes should be fence.d by the developer and that much of the existing vegetation befween the homes

should be left intact.

I am sure that the existing homeowners on I¡neswood Drive and I¡neswood Place are going to be upset by the increase in
traffic caused by the conshuction. Both of those roads are narrow and are frequently used by residents as walk ways and by
children on thei¡ way to the school bus stops.

I suggesi that it would be so much better, if this proposed construction could be merged wíth the other proposed development of
the properties and existing access roads to the north, bordering on Newport Way.

As we learn more about this proposal, I may have more comments.

Thank you for your consideration,

Pahicia and Frank Curtis
425-369-9926
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Jerry Lind

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Loren loren@cascadeclimber.coml
Thursday, September 27, 2012 8:11 AM
Central lssaquah; Jerry Lind
Central lssaquah Plan comments

Attachments: parcels.JPc

I strongly object to parcels 28240691,45 and 2824069011 being included ¡n the Central lssaq ua h Plan. Newport Way
forms a natural and aesthet¡c boundary between this high-density urban growth area and ex¡sting, convent¡onal
residential areas. These two parcels are the only propert¡es south of Newport Way included in the plan area and I cannot r

see any necessity for this, nor do l, as a 20 year resident of lssaquah, see it as desirable.

My fear is that exist¡ng rules cover¡ng native growth protect¡on boundaries and cr¡tical slope setbacks w¡ll be bent or
removed from properties ¡ncluded ¡n the Central lssaquah Plan, resulting in destruction ofthe natural areas around my
property at the behest of developers. lndeed, the informal but long-standing policy of developers deed¡ng over the
undevelopable, environmentally sensitive upper sect¡ons of property along Newport Way (parcels 9545260460 and
9545250320, for example)for preservat¡on and permanent, public-owned green space, has already been set aside for
development on these two parcels.

lunderstand and agree with the need to accommodate growth ¡n and around lssaquah. And I also believe that a primary
guid¡ng principle of this effort must be m¡nimizing the negative impact on ex¡sting residents. lncluding these two parcels
in an area designated as "urban" blatantly and unnecessarily violates th¡s principle.

Thank you-

Loren Campbell
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Jerry Lind

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jerry-

Loren fl oren@cascadeclimber.coml
Thursday, September 27, 2012 8:41 AM
Jerry Lind
Spak property development

My property backs onto the Spak property (2824069011) and I have several questions and comments about the
proposed development.

1. Why was the developer not requlred/asked to deed over the upper sections of the property to the city for
preservation as permanent green space/NGPE? This seems to be what was done in return for multifamily
development rights below parcels 9545260460 and 9545250320.

2. The documents I received show a five-story, 51 unit apartment building along Newport Way. The document
does not address traffic concurrency at a ll. Newport Way is already highly ¡mpacted at peak commute times I

believe the addition of more trips must be addressed per the concurrency requirements ¡n the 1990 King County
GMA.

3. Per my previous email, I am deeply concerned about these two parcels being singled out as the only parcels
south of Newport Way to be included the "Central Area" of lssaquah. Was this required in order to
accommodate this development?

4. "TrdctB" is labeled on drawing PO3 as "Open Space/Tree Dedication". What is the prec¡se definition of this (i.e.
does it mean the area remain undisturbed)? What assurance is offered to neighboring property owners that this
is a permanent designation?

5. The area north of "Tract B" and south of the proposed apartment building is labeled ãs "Existing Vegetation to
Remainf in the diagram "SPAK PROPERTY". What assurance is offered to neighboring property owners that this
is a permanent designat¡on?

When ldr¡ve up ¡nto the Highlands and Talus developments I see multiple tall (50+ feet), uns¡ghtly retaining walls that
were built to allow development on steep slopes similar to the slope on lract B" and at the top of adjoining parcel
2a24069t45. My overriding concern is that unless these areas are permanently deeded into public ownership for
preservat¡on they are at risk of the same sort of treatment.

I am not anti-development. I do, however feel that it is too often done in the interest of developers and new residents
ând at the expense of exist¡ng residents.

Best regards-

Loren Campbell
20 year lssaquah resident
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Jerry Lind

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Jerry-

Loren loren@cascadeclimber.coml
Friday, Septembet 28,2012 3:55 PM
Jerry Lind
Brin Hamilton
FW: Spak property development

I haven't heard back from you on th¡s.

Upon further review, I also noticed that the height of the proposed apartment building is 62'-3", which is both
significantly taller than the other, similar buildings along Newport, and also more than 7'taller than the 55' limit noted
in the proposed Central Area designation for this zone (Medium Density Residential):

Itr¡ed to f¡nd the city code that descr¡bed the limits in the MF-M zoning that the lower portion ofthe parcel has now,
but was unsuccessful.

I would very much appreciate a response on this item as well as those below.

Thank you-

Loren campbell

t@w6æI&
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Jerry Lind

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Amy. Eberhardt@gen re.com
Monday, November 12,2012 11:15 AM
Jerry L¡nd
Spak Property Deveolpment

Good Morning!

I received an email notificat¡on regard¡ng an upcom¡ng meeting on the proposed development of land near my home at
C¡ty Hall th¡s Tuesday evening. I will not be able to attend due to a prior commitment; however would like to take the
opportunity to voice some concern over the project.

I have enjoyed living on Honeywood Ct. ¡n lssaquah for over 10 years. One of the reasons I moved there was the quiet
neighborhood surrounded by areas of natural habitat; w¡th so much development around "old lssaquah", it is los¡ng much
of the rural, small town appeal we cher¡sh.

I am most concerned by:

- ground erosion and loss of habitat for our w¡ldlife
- additional noise created for our neighborhoods from traffic and the e)dremely close proximity th¡s project is to current
residents on the east side - a pnvacy issue as well, from what I am hearing.
- the apartment complex - I view apartment buildings as commercial structures, and while I am not sure of where exactly

this is intended to be, it sounds like it will quite close to the homes.....l would object to that mix. ln addition, I have heard
there is some trail planned that may connect the complex to our homes? lf th¡s is the case, then I have major concerns
about not only noise, but safety as well - our neighborhood ¡s not a park for unknown persons to come through.

I am sorry not to be able to attend the meeting, but have heard the planning commission is responsive to res¡dent
concerns if they are brought up, so wanted to submit mine pr¡or to the meeting.

Thanks for your time to read.

Amy Eberhardt
Vice President; Senior UndeMr¡ting Specialist
Global Property Facultative
Gen Re - A Berkshire Hathaway Company
1111 Third Avenue, Suite 2300, Seattle, WA 98101
Tel. 206-224-1312 I Cell206-8184520 |

Email:amy.eberhardt@genre.com

This transmission, including attachments, is intended for the person or company named and may contain
confidential and/or legally privileged information. Unauthorized disclosure, copying or use of this information
may be unlawfirl and is prohibited. Ifyou are not the intended recipient, please delete the original and all copies
of this transmission and notiff the sender.
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Jerry Lind

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dick Croft [rwcroft@yahoo.com]
Monday, Novembet 12,201210:11 AM
Jerry Lind
Spak Property concerns

Hi Jerry.
My father (who passed away back in December) was William Croft, owner of the property at 960 NW lnneswood Place,
immediately adjacent to the proposed development on the Spak property KC Parcel No. 282406-9011. I am preparing to
sell his house in the next few months, and I am of course concerned about the impacts on marketabil¡ty due to
externalities caused by construction activitìes, and the final appearance of the single family homes on the west s¡de of the
project. As a l¡censed real estate appraiser, I am very aware of the detriment to value that these factors can have. I'm
wonderìng what plans if any there are for any sort of visual barrier along boundary shared by my fatheis lot and the lot
be¡ng developed.
Thanks
Dick Croft
206-714-9645
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Jerry Lind

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mar¡anne Faucher [mar¡anne,faucher@gmail.com]
Monday, Novembel 12,2012 1 1:35 AM
Jerry Lind
Spak Property concerns

This is regarding Spak Property. I own a home in Honeywood Court and wa¡ted to state my concern about the
proposed t home development between my home and Newport Way. My concem is the increase in noise,
traffic and loss of wildlfe that is so much apart of what is great about living in my neighborhood. My decision to
buy my home was the peace and quiet and backing onto a greenbelt that contains so much wildlife. This
proposed development and trail running behind my home will greatly disrupt what I love so much about where I
live.

Please take these concems into consideration.

Thank you,

Ma¡ia¡ne Fauche¡
concemed property owner
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Jerry Lind

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Peter Keigher lpmkeigher@gmail.com]
Tuesday, November 13, 2012 6:05 PM
Jerry Lind
Spak Property Development

JerÐ,,

My wife and I have been a homeowner a¡rd ta.xpayer in the Woods Development of Issaquah for the past 16
years. We recently leamed of plans for development of a nine single family home plat as weli as a 51 unit
apartment complex in the steep, forested property between Inneswood and Ne.\^/port Way.

This proposed development will require removal ofa significant number ofolder, large trees, as well as an
increase of surface water runoff, erosion, increased haffic, and congestion on an already stressed downtown
Issaquah core. While I am a proponent of private property rights, I would hope that the city would apply and
require significant concessions and protections ofthe developer. Because ofthe nature of the la¡d ofthe
proposed developrnent, I believe there is an argument to declare the ground a critical area, from a water quatity
a¡d soil erosion standpoint. Also, being a birdwatcher, I have also seen nesting of woodpeckers, owls, and
other birds ofprey in some ofthe larger trees.

While I realize that there is a certain limit to what the City of Issaquah planning department can do f¡om a code
standpoint, it has been sad to witness Issaquah morph into the look a¡d feel of Federal Way.

Peter and Inger Keigher
625 Jasmine Place NW
lssaquah, W A 98027
425.39t.4517
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Jerry Lind

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lorraine Larsen fl larsen@prklaw.coml
Wednesday, November 14, 2012 9:08 AM
Jerry Lind
Proposed Development between lnneswood and Newport Way

It seems that just only several years ago, those of us who live in The Woods of lssaquah had to deal with the possibility
of development of an apartment complex in that area where now the church is built on the corner property.

I l¡ve on Jasmine Place NW. I am concerned about the increase ¡n traffic go¡ng up and down the 12th Avenue hill, as well
as the traff¡c on Newport Way which is only one way in each direction with no turn lanes. (l won't even mention that
you can't see the lines of the road on Newport Way in the dark while it's raining and can drive off into a gully because
the city won't pave in the gullies. And now that Trader Joes is mov¡ng to th¡s side of l-90, the increase in congestion at
the strip mall with Target.) Also, I am concerned about the road into lnneswood to get to these additional homes. The
road is uphill/downhill. There are no sidewalks. I walk that quite often and you rea lly have to be careful ofthecars. lfl
had a home ¡n lnneswood that had no homes behind me, I would be upset that now lwould have neighbors look¡ng into
my windows. I don't like the idea of apartment complexes next to single family homes.

As soon as the Rowley property begins to get developed with high rises, I am mov¡ng from the area.

Please do not allow this development to move forward.

Lorcaine Larsen

@rW¡WW
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Jerry Lind

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

JOHN S HAAPALA lacksonl 50@msn.coml
Wednesday, November 14, 2012 4:44 PM
Jerry Lind
Notice of Appl¡cation PLN12-00049, "Spak Property: 51 unit apartment building & 9 tot singte
famiìy subdivision family subdivision

Mr L¡nd,

As I will be unable to attend this evening's meeting, I wanted this email to serve as notice that as a Inneswood res¡dent
(965 Honeywood CT) closely adjacent to the proposed propefty development, I too have concerns regard¡ng the extent to
which this project will impact the existing residential community,

Simply put, I would ask that the City act wherever possible to require the developer act in a manner that is the least
invasive to the neighborhood. While I appreciate that all residents will be impacted on some level by this project, I am
worr¡ed that the developer w¡ll have too much influence on a project that, once completed, will impact the area's
residenb for years to come.

Concerns such as the protection of natural growth areas and it's ¡mpact on the area's wildlife, drainage, and the proxim¡ty
of roads and the attendant no¡se from the traffic trust upon on a planned community that did not ant¡c¡pate this grolvth
when the existing homes were built are examples where I believe all existing residents have concerns. Add¡tionally, those
residents closer to the property have privacy concerns relative to the orientation of the proposed houses in relat¡on to the
Inneswood properties.

Please do consider those of us who have seen their life's biggest investment, their homes, lose considerable value in
a sensitive real estate market. Fufther negative impact in this regard is someth¡ng that should be considered throughout
the progression of this project.

Equally important is the impact of the quality of life that could result from this project. By that I mean the disruption the
neighborhood will bear during the construction period. If I am not mistaken, it is intended that Inneswood drive become
a thoroughfare as a result of this project. If that means that construction vehicles will have access to this road, I
am strongly opposed to this outcome. This community deserves the quiet enjoyment to their properties to the fullest
e):tent possible.

Finally, I appreciate the notification that the city has presented, along w¡th g¡ving its res¡dents a chance to respond and
hope that the lines of communication remain open as we move into 2013,

Regards,

John Haapala
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